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The Association for Local Telecommunications Services

("ALTS"), pursuant to Public Notice DA 98-2, released January 5,

1998, hereby submits Reply Comments on the Commission's

implementation of the universal service provisions of the

Telecommunications Act of 1996 and the report that the Commission

must make to Congress with respect thereto.

ALTS submits these comments in support of the concerns

expressed by the State members of the Federal-State Universal

Service Joint Board and the Missouri Public Service Commission

relating to the Commission's conclusion that the statute requires

carriers to have been granted "eligible telecommunications

carrier" status pursuant to Section 214 in order to receive

universal service support for services provided to rural health

care providers. To the extent that the Commission believes that

it cannot, consistent with the plain language of the statute,

allow all carriers to receive such support, the Commission should

request that Congress adopt technical amendments to the Act.

Nu. of Copies rec'd 0 J-y"'
UstABCOE



Any telecommunications carrier, not just those that have

been granted ~eligible telecommunications carrier" status, are

eligible for support under the schools and libraries fund. 1

There is no reason why carriers providing service to rural health

care providers should not be treated in the same manner as those

that provide service to schools and libraries. Schools,

libraries, and rural health care providers are individual

entities to whom Congress has decided to endow a special benefit

in order to enhance the specific public interests (education and

health) that they support. Because of this, the requirements for

carriers providing service to schools, libraries and rural health

care providers are similar under the Act, with the exception of

the treatment of the carriers eligible to provide supported

service.

On the other hand, universal service support to rural and

high cost areas is general support for an area (not a specific

entity) reflecting an area's specific cost characteristics. The

requirements relating to designation as an "eligible

telecommunications carrier" make eminently more sense in the

context of universal service support for these areas, than for

support for individual entities like schools and rural health

care providers. For example, the Section 214(e) requirement that

a carrier offer services that are supported by the universal

47 U.S.C § 254(h) (1) (B) (ii); In the Matter of Federal
State Joint Board on Uniyersal Service, CC Dkt 96-45, FCC 97-157
(reI. May 8, 1997) (First Report and Order) at para. 449.
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service support mechanisms throughout the service area for which

the designation is received was adopted in response to concerns

expressed by small and rural carriers in the high cost areas that

new entrants might seek to target only the larger customers in an

area, thereby causing small and rural carriers to be unfairly

disadvantaged. 2

The same concerns that led Congress to adopt a number of

special provisions relating to rural and small carriers do not

arise, however, with respect to service to schools, libraries or

rural health care providers. Congress explicitly provided that a

carrier could receive compensation from the schools and libraries

fund even if the carrier had not obtained an ~eligible

telecommunications carrier" designation so that the schools and

libraries could receive the best price and best service

regardless of the carrier providing service. The reason for the

exemption for carriers proving service to schools and libraries

applies equally to carriers providing service to rural health

care providers. ALTS knows of no legislative history that would

support different treatment for schools and libraries and rural

health care providers.

2 There are many sections of the Telecommunications Act
that exempt carriers in rural areas from some of the requirements
placed on other, larger, carriers or otherwise seek to allow such
carriers to additional time to adapt to the competitive
environment sought under the Act. For example, Section 251(f) (1)
exempts certain rural telephone companies from some of the
interconnection requirements otherwise imposed on incumbents
until a State Commission determines that those requirements will
not be ~unduly economically burdensome" on the rural carrier.
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As noted in the comments of the Missouri Public Service

Commission, if the rural health care providers do not have the

option of obtaining service from non-~eligible telecommunications

service providers" in many of the rural areas, health care

providers choices will be limited to one carrier, and ~the

bidding process would not accomplish the purpose for which it was

meant -- to find the carrier who can provide health care services

at the lowest possible cost with the maximum amount of service

options." 3

3 Comments of the Missouri Public Service Commission at 2.
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CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission should either

adopt the interpretation of the 1996 Act proposed here, or else

ask Congress to adopt a technical amendment to the effect that

carriers providing service to rural health care providers, like

carriers providing service to schools and libraries, need not be

~eligible telecommunications carriers" within the meaning of

Section 214 in order to receive funds from the rural health care

program.

Respectfully submitted,

By: '-<J~~~W~~~~~_- '-'J ....
Emily M. Williams
Associat1on for Local

Telecommunications Services
888 17th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202)466-2587

February 6, 1998



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this 6th day of February, 1998,
copies of the foregoing Comments of the Association for Local
Telecommunications Services were served via first class mail,
postage prepaid, or by hand as indicated to the parties listed
below.

~Y'u.~
EiTIiiY. Williams

Magalie Roman Salas* (original
plus 4 copies)
Secretary
Federal Communications
Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Richard Metzger*
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications
Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Sheryl Todd*
Federal Communications
Commission
Universal Service Brance
2100 M Street, N.W.
8th Floor
Washington, D.C.

(Hard copy and diskette)

ITS, Inc.
1919 M Street, N.W.
Room 246
Washington, D.C. 20554

The Honorable Julia Johnson
Florida Public Service Comm'n
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd
Gunter Bldg
Tallahassee, Fla. 32399-0850

The Honorable David Baker
Georgia Public Service Comm'n
162 State Office Building
244 Washington, Street, SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

The Honorable Russell Frisby
Maryland Public Service Comm'n
16th Floor
6 St. Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-6806

The Hon. Laska Schoenfelder
South Dakota Public Utilities
Commission
State Capitol Bldg
Pierre, South Dakota
57501-5070

The Honorable Martha Hogarty
Public Counsel for the State
of Missouri
Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102

Carol Keith
Assistant General Counsel
Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 360
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102


